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ifcjppKcants 
Appl. No.: 
Conf. No.: 
Filed: 
Title: 
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09/877,626 
1797 

June 8, 2001 

SYSTEM AND METHOD OF INTERACTIVE NETWORK SYSTEM DESIGN 



Art Unit: 
Examiner: 



2182 

Niketa I Patel 



Docket No.: 115139-016 



Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 



RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 



Sir: 



This Response is submitted in response to the Office Action dated March 15, 2005. The 
Office Action issued a restriction requirement under 35 U.S.C. § 121, stating that Applicants are 
required to elect one of the following groups of claims: 



Group I: Claims 1-42, drawn to software running on multiple computing; classified 
in class 709, subclass 205. 

Group II: Claims 43-61, drawn to configuring a network system by adding or 
removing components for the network; classified in class 709, subclass 221. 

Applicant elect Group I, without traverse. The Office Action further indicated that, in the 
event Group I is elected, claims 1-42 (erroneously referred to as claims 1-12 in the Office 
Action) are further subject to an election of species for being drawn to more than a single 
species. The species, along with a listing of claims readable thereon, are listed as follows: 
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Species I: the executing program comprising a web server (claims 2-11, 28, 3 1-42) 
Species II: the network system interfacing with a billing system (claim 12) 
Species III: the network system showing one of multiple views (claims 13-16) 
Species IV: the executing program comprising a database server (claims 17-27) 
Species V: configuring the network system comprising security configuration (claim 
29) 

Species VI: configuring of network system comprising storage configuration (claim 
30) 



Applicants elect, with traverse, claims 2-11, 28 and 31-42, directed to Species I. 
Regarding the traverse, Applicant submit that Species II (claim 12) and IV- VI (claims 17-27, 29 
and 30) should be grouped together with Species I, as the combination/subcombination disclosed 
in the claims can be examined without imposing a serious burden on the USPTO (see MPEP 
§803). 

Regarding Species I, IV and VI, the generic claim is directed to a network system, 
wherein Species I, IV and VI respectively recite a web server, database server and storage 
configuration used in the network system. These elements are subcombinations that are used 
within the overall network recited in the generic claim. As such, they should be examined 
together. 

Regarding Species II, claim 12 recites the executing program sending information to a 
billing system upon completion of network system design. It should be apparent that the billing 
system is dependent on the combination of elements recited in claim 1. As such, claim 12 should 
be examined together with the generic combination. 

Regarding Species V, claim 29 recites that the generic configuration of the network 
system comprises security configuration of the network system. Again, Applicant submits that 
the security configuration depends on the combination of elements recited in claim 1 . As such, 
claim 29 should also be examined together with the generic combination. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



BELLfBQlYD & 




i YD LLC 




Peter Zura ^ 
Reg. No. 48,196 
P.O. Box 1135 
Chicago, Illinois 60690-1 135 
Phone: (312) 807-4208 

Dated: April 15.2005 
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